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1. Introduction
In the previous meetings, it has intensively been discussed on how to define Rx requirements for 2UL inter-band CA was discussed but no consensus was reached [1]. In this contribution, we propose how to handle the requirements.
2. Discussion
2.1 How to define Rx requirements in TS 36.101
For a long time, how to define Rx requirements for 2UL inter-band CA has been discussed [2-6]. From operator’s point of view, it is surely important to guarantee UE Rx performance for not only 1UL but also 2UL condition. 
Some companies have proposed not to specify any 2UL requirements. This means that the UL config for 2UL requirements is also not defined. From our side, the proposal could be interpreted that all 2UL requirements can be covered by 1UL requirements regardless of UL config. However, we have discussed the 2UL impact only in a certain condition (e.g. [7]). Thus it is quite difficult to conclude that 2UL requirements are not needed for any UL config at this moment. Therefore we propose as follow.
Proposal 1: Since it has not been identified that all 2UL inter-band CA requirements can be covered by 1UL requirements regardless of UL config, the appropriate UL config should clearly be defined in TS 36.101.
In this case, we would have two options as follows.

· Option 1: Specify ACS, Blocking, Inter-modulation for 2UL with PCMAX_L,c-7dB for each CC (total power is PCMAX_L-4dB) and send LS to RAN5 in order to address test burden. The contents of LS can be discussed in upcoming meetings (RAN5 has not yet started the discussion of 2UL inter-band CA).

· Option 2: Specify ACS, Blocking, Inter-modulation for 2UL with PCMAX_L,c-4dB for each CC (total power is PCMAX_L-1dB) and skip 1UL CA requirement, which could be described in 36.101.
Option 1 is our original proposal. In this case, we think that some 1UL requirements are more stringent than 2UL requirements and vice versa. Therefore, RAN4 should discuss which requirements need to be tested and send an LS to RAN5 to avoid unnecessary tests. The contents of the LS can be discussed in upcoming meeting since RAN5 has not yet started the discussion of 2UL inter-band CA.
If there are still concerns on sending LS to RAN5, Option 2 could be an alternative. If the more stringent requirements can be accepted in RAN4, it can clearly be described in TS 36.101 that 1UL requirements are covered by 2UL requirements. 
Proposal 2: 2UL inter-band CA requirements should be specified based on one of options above.

2.2 LS to RAN5
If RAN4 makes a consensus based on Option 1, RAN4 informs RAN5 which conditions are the worst cases and can be skipped for each requirement as guidance based on RAN4’s analysis. For both operators and vendors, it is obviously beneficial to avoid unnecessary tests in order to save the time and cost. With the information, RAN5 would be able to define appropriate test requirements in TS 36.521-1. Therefore, we propose as the followings. 
Proposal 3: If RAN4 makes a consensus based on Option 1, the need of test for each requirement should individually be discussed for both without IMD and with IMD cases in order to send appropriate LS in the next RAN4 meeting.
3. Conclusions
Based on the above analysis, we propose as follows.
Proposal 1: Since it has not identified that all 2UL inter-band CA requirements can be covered by 1UL requirements regardless of UL config, the appropriate UL config should clearly be defined in TS 36.101.
Proposal 2: 2UL inter-band CA requirements should be specified based on one of options below.

· Option 1: Specify ACS, Blocking, Inter-modulation for 2UL with PCMAX_L,c-7dB for each CC (total power is PCMAX_L-4dB) and send LS to RAN5 in order to address test burden. The contents of LS can be discussed in upcoming meetings (RAN5 has not yet started the discussion of 2UL inter-band CA).

· Option 2: Specify ACS, Blocking, Inter-modulation for 2UL with PCMAX_L,c-4dB for each CC (total power is PCMAX_L-1dB) and skip 1UL CA requirement, which could be described in 36.101.
Proposal 3: If RAN4 makes a consensus based on Option 1, the need of test for each requirement should individually be discussed for both without IMD and with IMD cases in order to send appropriate LS in the next RAN4 meeting.
If the more stringent requirements based on Option 2 are not accepted in RAN4, we believe that Option 1 would be the only solution to close the WIs for 2UL inter-band CA in Rel-12 timeframe. There is still no consensus on the need of 2UL requirements. However, if RAN4 adopts Option 1, the core specification will be completed and the need of tests can be discussed in Rel-13 timeframe.
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